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4.X

PREFACE

This report presents the methods and results of an evaluation of the
United States Army Aviation Center's Rotary Wing Aviator Refresher
Training (RWART) Course of Instruction. Historical research indicates
that the developmental concepts of Instructional Systems Development
(LSD) have never been applied to this course. This evaluation precedes
the planned initiation of a task analysis by Training Analysis Division
(TAD) scheduled for the third quarter of fiscal year 1981.

The evaluation took place during the period of January through March of
1981. Data gathering was limited predominately to internal institutional
sources.

The point of contact for inquiry or comment concerning evaluation
content is Captain Shivers, Internal Instructional Systems Evaluation

" 
Branch, Evaluation Division, Directorate of Evaluation and Standardiza-

tion, Fort Rucker, Alabama ATZQ-ES-E, 36362: 255-2415/6571, Autovon
558-2415/6571.
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RWARTC EVALUATION ABSTRACT

i. PURPOSE: To complete a written evaluation of the Rotary Wing

Aviator Refresher Training Course (RWARTC) which assesses course effec-
tiveness in fulfilling its purpose and objectives. Tangential topics

will be discussed in a detail commensurate with course impact. Such

topics will be recommended as areas for additional study.

2. OBJECTIVES:

a. To assess the degree to which course development and change has

been accomplished in reference to the guidelines of the Instructional
Systems Development procedure.

b. To collect and analyze student performance data in the form of
flight checkride grades, flight hours, and academic diagnostic test
scores fron actual flight records.

c. To obtain printout data on subject sample from Management
luformation Systems Office (MISO) to provide confirmation of data

accuracy.

d. To review a representative number of student course critiques to
determine trends of opinion and quantify repetitive comments.

. To conduct informal interviews with instructional personnel to
obtain opinion data reflecting various perspectives and conclusions
concerning course strengths and weaknesses.

f. To review selected pertinent USAAVNC regulations and published

guidelines to determine to what extent documentation is required. Also,
to carry out research to determine the extent to which these require-
ments are met, and to estimate the impact of these administrative

requirements on the quality ot training.

g. To review course materials to determine the extent to which the

S-.training materials support and integrate with the course purpose and
-" training objectives.

. h. In the course of the evaluation, to informally circulate the
current working POI change proposals for the RWARTC among concerned

course personnel. This will be accomplished as a service for the course
developers and is intended to provide direct feedback on their current

% ideas. This material will be included in an information section in the
evaluation.

' 3. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS:

a. The data extracted from the student flight records did not
pre isely match the printout data obtained from MISO for th, subject

OS sample classes 80-19 through 80-28. Thirty-five discrepancies were
S- identified. Of these, five were errors made by the project officer
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|-.. -'

|-



and thirty were made somewlhvre within the data collevtio)/l)rocessin I1

procedtiro . Nine of the thirty-six sample members had no printout data
availabLe.

b. Due to consistently low priority assessment, the Rotary Wing
Aviator Refresher Training Course has never been developed or reviewed
in accordance with the principles of Instructional Systems Development.
A task analysis of the course is presently scheduled to commence in the
third quarter of fiscal year 1981.

c. Historical and course development records and materials do not
comply with certain requirements of USAAVNC Regulation 350-14 Training

Examinations and Standards, USAAVNC Regulation 350-15 Criterion Referenced
Examinations, and USAAVNC Pamphlet 310-4 Preparation and Use of Lesson
Plans and Instructor Guides. The majority of the discrepancies are

attributable to the recent effective date of many requirements and to
the fact that ISD principles have yet to be applied to the course.
Specific discrepancy items are noted in the body of the report.

d. With the exception of compliance with administrative guidelines,

the course material is predominately well coordinated and complimentary.
The course objectives are being supported and achieved. The students
are predominately pleased with all aspects of the course. The RWARTC is
currently fulfilling the purpose and objectives established in the POI
in an excellent manner.

e. The relation of the ATM to maneuver standards and flight grading
has been identified as a serious problem pervading the entire institution.

The problem centers in the method of strict application of the ATM
standards to student flight training and the use of the resultant grades
as feedback information for institutional management, funding, and

evaluation of effectiveness.

f. Statistical analysis of course data indicates a well managed

course with acceptable statistical deviation from established objective
performance goals. In those cases in which statistically significant

deviation was established, an examination of actual time deviations

revealed a realistic difference that is inconsequential.

g. A review of course critiques indicated that the vast majority of

students feel the course is excellent and of benefit to them. Numerous

comments lauded the instructor pilots and 2C35 instructors as being
outstanding trainers who were highly professional. The only other major

comment was that more time should be made available for tactics and
night vision goggle related training.

h. Problem areas within the course, as perceived by instructors and

course management personnel, are insufficient personnel, time, and
resources, increasing IERW student input causing less available resources

and less access to more convenient training facilities, and the tact
that RWARTC graduates (future commanders and instructor pilots) lack
certain skills acquired by IERW graduates.

vi
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i. The Combat Aviator Refresher Training Course (CARTC) review was

completed as an information/feedback endeavor separate from the primary
intent of the evaluation. Personnel associated with the CARTC agree
that key unit personnel and more experienced aviators should have the
same knowledges and skills of current aviation doctrine as recent IERW
graduates. This factor is at least partially supported by student
course critiques and feedback from the Aviation Center Training Analysis
and Assistance team visits. However, there is concern and confusion
concerning whether the course is a "refresher" or a "qualification"
course, how these apparently conflicting purposes integrate, and whether
institutional facilities and resources can support such a program.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS:

a. Information for the RWARTC obtained from MISO contained a relatively
large number of errors when compared to the flight records on file at
DOAT. The fact that data was missing for several sample members increases
the cause for concern. It is recommended that the data collection and
processing procedure be reviewed to determine the cause of uhe errors in
the system, and to determine how widespread the error rate is within the
management information system. (MISO proponency)

b. The RWARTC is of such low priority that it has never benefitted
from the ISD procedure. This suggests that DTD might have insufficient
personnel resources to adequately support the current developmental

course load. It is recommended that a study be conducted to determine
if the most effective utility is being gained from current course develop-
ment resource distribution, or if more efficient resource utilization
alternatives are available. (DTD proponency)

c. It is recommended that all parties to the RWARTC be reminded of
the regulatory requirements of USAAVNC Reg 350-14, 350-15, and USAAVNC
Pam 350-4 to insure continued progression toward fulfilling documentary
requirements. Also, the utility of each documentation requirement
should be assessed to insure that only minimum essential management
documentation is generated. (DTD and DOTD proponency)

d. The current flight grading system is adequate to fulfill instructor/
student feedback needs, but fails to provide meaningful ATM standards
proficiency progression information to enable quantitative assessment of
training needed for institutional management. It is recommended that
efforts be initiated to modify the flight grading system to satisfy both
functions of the system. (DTD proponency)

5. CONCLUSION: The RWARTC is accomplishing the current course objective
in an outstanding manner. The personnel associated with the course are
highly professional and are motivated to insure that the students achieve

maximum benefit. The course could be more comprehensive in scope, and
plans are under way to submit such a proposal. The planned LSD review
of the course development should serve to fill the lack of rgulatorv
documentation and may provide further evidence for the need for expanding
the training as outlined in the CARTC proposal. The RWARTC is a very

valuable course for the personnel returning to aviation assignments.
The efforts of all personnel involved are commendable.
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1. PURPOSE: To complete a written evaluation of the Rotary Wing

Aviator Refresher Training Course (RWARTC) which assesses course effec-
tiveness in fulfilling its purpose and objectives. Tangential topics
will be discussed in a detail commensurate with course impact. Such

topics will be recommended as areas for additional study.

2. OBJECTIVES:

a. To assess the degree to which course development and change has

been accomplished in reference to the guidelines of the Instructional
Systems Development procedure.

b. To collect and analyze student performance data in the form of
flight checkride grades, flight hours, and academic diagnostic test

scores from actual flight records.

c. To obtain printout data on subject sample from Manag t
Information Systems Office (MISO) to provide confirmation of ta
accuracy.

d. To review a representative number of student course clitiques to
determine trends of opinion and quantify repetitive comments.

e. To conduct informal interviews with instructional personnel to
obtain opinion data reflecting various perspectives and conclusions

concerning course strengths and weaknesses.

f. To review selected pertinent USAAVNC regulations and published

guidelines to determine to what extent documentation is required. Also,
to carry out research to determine the extent to which these require-
ments are met, and to estimate the impact of these administrative

requirements on the quality of training.

g. To review course materials to determine the extent to which the

training materials support and integrate with the course purpose and
training objectives.

h. In the course of the evaluation, to informally circulate the

current working POI change proposals for the RWARTC among concerned
course personnel. This will be accomplished as a service for the course
developers and is intended to provide direct feedback on their current
ideas. This material will be included in an information section in the

evaluation.

3. METHODOLOGY:

a. Fen consecutive completed RWART classes were selected for the

evaluation. The sample includes classes 80-19 thro"tir 80-28. A sample

~( tif individuals totaling thirty-six members was dr~isn rom the subject

0i~
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I iss 0. The flight records of these t Ii rty-six samp l1 t.Teitiml'i I> -tr.
re".:iewed to extract the name, rank, social security tnumber, lass

* . • numnber, instrument flight grades (diagnostic and evaluationS), i netrent
- I ilight time (2B24, U11-I, and combined), contact fliglht t-I.iIIlti i .ridt ,

,toact f light time (day, night, and combined), tact ic ret re-sher 1 i ,t

" i , and number ol t i ime s flown with guest inst ructor. Ac:adei i .it''I

W,-Frt found dt Maintenance Training Divition (MTD) and Instrumeiit [;a in)K

f :;t scores for the diagnostic exams on UH-1 Systems and instrtimteutt
II ht Rules were extracted for each sample member. \ reqtiest for a

compiter printout of the subject sample classes was submitted to tli
.Mnagement Information Systems Office (MISO). This data was used t,,
confirm the accuracy of the data extracted from flight records. I-
accumulated data were subjected to selected descriptive and aniIlvti:il
statistical methods. The results of the statistical applications art,

dctailed in the body of the report.

b. A historical and course development documentation trace was ntade
by inquiry through appropriate personnel in the Training Analysis aid
D'sign Division and Course Development Division of the Directorate, tl
Iraining Developments. Appropriate elements of the Department of
Academic Training (DOAT) and the Department of Flight Training (DOFF)

were contacted to obtain access to records maintained there. The
information obtained was used to form a data base for analysis and for
comparison with the requirements of USAAVNC regulations and pamphlets.

. A set of course material was obtained from Training Literature
Management Branch and the appropriate elements of DOAT and DOFT provided
icccss to examinations and any instructional materinl handed out ill

class. The material was reviewed for consistency of objectives and
tsks. the examinations were reviewed to determine whether the questLittte
tested appropriate learning objectives. No tost analysis material was
av,ii lable.

d. A search was conducted to locate all USAAVNC regulations and
,N. pamphlets applicable to course development and instructional activities.

A comparison was made to determine the extent to which requirements hare(
--e met. Additionally, a subjective opinion statement was composed to
estimate the impact of regulatory requirements and compliance upon di

t-iulitv and effectiveness of training.

c. Student critiques for the sample RWARTC classes w1e7r0' nra 1\7il,

lwvcr, more current critiques were available. One-hundred and tcn
(1It) student critiques were reviewed. Of these, sixty-three (U)

O ('ttained written comments. These comments were rank ordered hr frequei-,,
% t.1 ,.i courrence and the results were presented in writing and ,hart or1
- a t ie. body of the report.

--. I. Interviews were conducted with instru cti tivl persoticl I. Tht

itlt--vLews were conducted informally to allow individual view; to hi
* 'rti'i'i't Out. Topics of discussion initiated by the inte.rvIewer w, I

in' of resources, suitabflity and co1prehensiveness ol t'

"-t' o Uies, a pplica) ility of center regulator; rer'airem.nt s, itil qui I ,

"",, t ropo;sed chanTge to the RWARTC . Other nis Ic llW(1aite ,u i t'; ,,.'ii ,
"I" ,li 1. Oed .t thIlk' I i i It iw V e he Ipersonnel Citt rviw,,I.

• % • , . . -° . : -. -.- w, . % • • . • .§ • . . - •- • •. . ,-° . . % • , . • . .*".- . -



.." g. The forthcoming POT change, including various combat skills
" • qualifications, was obtained from Course Development Division. The

proposals were presented to various instructors and course management
personnel in order to obtain opinion feedback to assist the Course
Development Project Officers in refining the POI.

4. iirSTORICAL AND COURSE DEVELOPMENT DATA:

a. An attempt was made to trace Instructional Systems Development
(IS) through the school organizational structure. There were no histor-
icail or working data available at Training Analysis Branch. However, a
RWARTC course task analysis is scheduled to begin in the third quarter
of f iscal year 1981. Training Design Branch cited the fact that no
analysis products have been forwarded for their action. They also
referred to the scheduled task analysis that will be initiated in the
near future. A visit to Course Development Division produced an Instructional
File (LSAAVNC Form 606, 1 Apr 80) used in conjunction with USAAVNC Pam
310-4. A copy of the cover sheet/directory of this file is included at
TAB A. The use of this Iiling system was initiated with USAAVNC lPam
310-4 dated May 1980.

b. The various branches of DTD are currently in the process of
building these files. Required file categories currently or partially

developed include the current copy of the POI, action log, correspondence,
historical data, and student critiques. Categories not yet filled
include worksheets, annual review, instructional management data, test
outline and instructions, test summary sheet, validation data, analysis
data, and evaluation data. These information voids should presently be
considered insignificant. To the extent that historical data is complete,
it appears that the course has never been subjected to a systematic
analysis and design program. The course is scheduled in the DTD workload
for the current fiscal year. The completion of the scheduled ISD review
should generate appropriate documentation to complete the required file
data.

c. Ilie void of documentation in the analysis and design phases of
instructional development contrasts with the volume of historical data
available in Course Development Division. One possible inference from
this factor is that the RWART course has evolved through consensus of
opinion and administrative action without benefit of any instructional
development base. This statement is at least partially supported by the
enclosed memorandum by LTC Epperson dated 6 June 1977 (TAB B). The
source of the problem is that insufficient resources are available to
adequately develop and update all the course of instruction at the
USAAVNC institution. More effective utilization of our training develop-

'- ment resources is a subject area that requires further research and
" evaluation. The scope of such an effort is beyond the purview of this
,' evaluation and will be left to other independent analyses.

%
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5. INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS AND EXAMS :

a. The training materials for the RWARTC were obtained from the
Training Literature Management Branch and the appropriate instruct ional
departments. The course Program of Instruction, Flight Training Supplement,

' .Student Handouts, Programed Texts, rd Course Examinations wer, reviewed

for general clarity, objective consistency, indications of training
supporting stated objectives, and indications that test questions relate
to the training objectives. The training material proved to be predominately
consistent and coordinated, and does support the POT objectives.

1. The few discrepancies noted in the material are as follows:Te
stated course purpose is, "To provide aviator personnel returning from
nonflying assignments, with refresher training to enable successful
completion of a UHl flight evaluation and rotary wing instrument requali-
fication and familiarization of current tactical operations."

However, a memorandum to DES from the DT, now DOTD, (TAB C) dated 6 May
78, establishes the following policy:

"The awarding or reissuing of a standard instrument rating is a
major objective, but does not have to be accomplished. If a student
does not receive a standard instrument rating at least a majority of the
training toward that goal has been done by us and the training load on
the new unit has been reduced considerably." (See TAB C for details and
context).

A review of sample data did not disclose anyone who failed to instrument
requalify. However, if this policy is still effective, the potential

for major confusion exists. The separate nature of a memorandum renders
such a policy statement to increasing obscurity and remoteness over
time. To eliminate conflict and confusion, this policy, if confirmed to
b12 currently effective, should be included either in the course purpose
or a- a POT note referenced to the purpose statement.

C. Remaining discrepancies noted consist of conflict between the
RWARTC Program of Instruction (POI) and Flight Training Supplement
(FTS).

(1) The POI purpose statement refers to instrument requalification
while the FTS purpose statement refers to initial award or reestablishment
of rotary wing instrument qualification. While the difference of intent
is minor, the potential for confusion does exist. The FTS, on page 1-2,

@2 para I-4g states that, "An instrument flight examination may be administered
*.. at the end of the Instrument Flight Training Phase by a qualified instrument

flight examiner in accordance with the provisions of AR 95-1 and TC I-
135. While the awarding or reestablishing an instrument qualification is

a major objective of this course, instrument qualifi(ation is not a

-. mandatory requirement for course completion." This statement is in

accordance with the stated memorandum policy, but conflicts with tho
P-7 I .
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(2) In three instances, the POT objectives lists tasks that r,
not contained in the Flight Training Supplement list of Tasks Selected
for Training located on page 2-2, para 2-3.

(a) The first subject area is number 57-9619-35, UH-IFS.
The POI tasks, not in the FTS, are ATC procedures, Transponder, Instrument
Departures, and Communication and Navigation Failure Procedures.

(b) Under subject area number 57-9617-15 UH-1 Refresher,
the concerned tasks are Decelerations, Use of Auxiliary Equipment,
Conlined Areas, Pinnacles, and Slopes.

(c) The third subject area is number 57-9616-15 Tactics
NOE and includes the tasks of Downwind Operations and Hazards to Terrain
Flight. These task discrepancies should be resolved, so that the Program
of Instruction and the Flight Training Supplement will be complimentary.

d. No additional discrepancies in the training materials were
noted.

6. USAAVNC REGULATIONS AND DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS:

a. A search of Evaluation Division references was conducted to
determine what USAAVNC regulations and pamphlets would apply to the
review of the RWARTC. A search of the Aviation Training Library's reference
section was completed to insure completeness and currency of references
selected. The requirements established by these regulations were reviewed
to determine the extent to which they have been met.

b. 'the first document covered is USAAVNC Regulation 350-14 dated 6
.June 1979, Examinations and Standards. This regulation states that
examinations will be developed lAW TRADOC Pam 350-30 and/or USAAVNC Pam
310-5.

(1) Paragraph 3e of USAAVNC Regulation 350-14 refers to the
requirement for an Evaluation Planning Information Sheet (EPIS) which is

to be the cover sheet for the test outline. No EPIS records were found
in the course of the evaluation for either the maintenance or the instrument

diagnostic exams.

(2) A test outline format is referenced in paragraph 3f. No
test outlines were discovered in the course of the evaluation.

(3) Paragraph 3g requires that each POI provide for a comprehensive
end-of-course examination covering all terminal learning objectives
(TLO). The RWARTC uses an academic diagnostic pre-test for maintenance
and instrument instruction. However, tnere are no provisions for a

comprehensive end-of-course examination for those individuals whose pre-
test performance requires completion of applicable instruction. The
fact that all academic instruction in the RWARTC is self-paced is immaterial
as paragraph 3a(1) states that, "Examinations for self-paced courses

will be developed and included on the same basis as for other courses."

5
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(4) Paragraph 5c states that, "Instructional departments will

deliver one keyed copy of examinations and all masters used for printing
to TAD, DTD. TAD will maintain a record file." Although the instructiomal
departments maintained keyed copies of examinations, TAD had no documentation

on file for the RWARTC.

(5) Paragraph 10a refers to the Management Information Systems
Office (MISO) as being responsible for maintaining grade records for all
students. "A master grade record will be prepared for each student from
the official class roster for each class entering a course. Each record
will identify the student by course, name, social security account
number and class, and will include all examination grades and course
averages." A printout of the grade records for the sample classes was
requested of and received from MISO. All data categories were present
except for student grades on the academic diagnostic examinations for
maintenance and instruments. The primary purpose of obtaining the MISO
data printout was to confirm the accuracy of the sample data extracted
manually from the historical flight records. When the available data
from each source were compared, numerous discrepancies were noted.
These discrepancies were resolved by reviewing the actual flight records
to reconfirm the correct data. Of the thirty-five discrepancies noted,
five were the result of transcription error by the project officer and
thirty were the result of error somewhere within the data collection/

".. processing procedure. The records of nine individuals of the thirty-six
sample members had no printout data available. This constitutes twenty-
five percent of the selected sample. If it is assumed that the high
incidence of error, noted in this case, is representative of the available
data institution wide, then serious doubt is established concerning the
credibility of utilizing MISO information sources for managerial and
administrative decision reference.

(6) Paragraph Ila states that, "MISO will prepare statistical
analyses of examinations to improve the quality of tests and to obtain
useful data for improvement of training, . . ." Paragraph llb states
that "DT will provide TAD, DTD with a statistical report for each approved
examination in each POI." No examination analysis records were discovered

'- in the course of the evaluation.

c. The second document covered is USAAVNC Regulation 350-15 dated
16 January 1981, Criterion Testing. It should be understood that this
regulation is very recent and a reasonable amount of time has not yet
passud to expect much implementation progress.

(1) Paragraph 3a of USAAVNC Regulation 350-15 states that
"USAAVNC POls" "over 2 weeks in length will include a Criterion

Test (CT) for formal evaluation of student achievement." The RWARTC

course length exceeds the two week time frame.

(2) Paragraph 5 covers documentation and requires the maintenannc

of:
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(a) CT Summary Sheet (USAAVNC Form 809)

(b) CT Outline (USAAVNC Form 801)

(c) Master copy and solution sheet for each CT

(d) Instructions for administration

(e) Scoring and grading instructions

(f) CT Analysis Plan

The above documents are to be prepared and filed lAW USAAVNC Pam 310-4
using USAAVNC Form 606-2. The requirements of USAAVNC Pam 310-4 and
Form 606-2 were discussed earlier under Historical Data and Course
Development. Presently, none of the above stated CT documents are
available for the RWARTC.

d. It is significant to the evaluation to introduce the following
information concerning the grading system. In the course of conducting
interviews with flight instructors, the subject of faults in the flight
grading system was discussed. The main source of concern centers upon
the relationship between USAAVNC Reg 350-16, the Uniform Flight Grading
System (16 Dec 70) and the maneuver standards delineated in the Aircrew
Training Manual (ATM). The use of the letter grades in accordance with
USAAVNC Reg 350-16 is defined in terms of "the level of student training"
and the "accuracy of performance that can be expected of students." A
void exists in that there is no guidance that ties ATM standards to the
allowances made by instructors for "student" performance considerations.
There is no definition of the precision of satisfactory maneuver execution

that qualifies for the assignment of an A, B, or C.

e. There is no significant concern with the flight grading system
in the context that it is a tool for facilitating student feedback or

. motivation. Normally, instructor pilots start a phase of instruction
with a concept of a wide range of maneuver performance that will warrant
the award of a satisfactory grade. As the training progresses, the
range of acceptable maneuver performance narrows at some undeterminable,
variable rate to, ideally, approach the parameters of the ATM standard
by the end of training. This variable rate of change in acceptable
maneuver performance is expected and varies among individual instructors.
A chart depicting one estimate of this phenomenon is illustrated in
Chart 1.

7
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f. The theory depicted in the chart is at least partially supported by

a review of student daily maneuver grades in any course. The majority of
,tudents will receive Bs for several iterations of a maneuver. This is pro-

bably attributable to the comparatively large range of acceptable maneuver
performance at the initial stages of training. Also involved is the factor
that many instructors use several observations of student performance upon
which to modify their individual rate of change of acceptable maneuver per-
formance. The "Average" student who progresses at an acceptable rate will
be awarded a series of Bs. Deviations from the standard grade of B are made
to reward superior performance, to indicate to the student that he is not

progr,.ssing adequately or that the student is not meeting the instructor's
expectat ions. Occasionally, grades below B are used to discourage unsafe
habits or to motivate a student who, although performing acceptably, is
not, in the instructor's judgement, achieving his potential ability due to
in attitude problem or overconfidence.

g. This application of flight training and student feedback is de-
fensible and appropriate in the context of the pure objective of developing
and maintaining student morale and confidence while progressing through
flight training in a high pressure training environment. This application
also provides an effective communication tool through which a marginal
student may be clearly informed of his situation and given a reasonable
opportunity to improve before administrative action is required.

h. Of concern to the evaluation, is that this method, when used in

grading, affects accurate objective data collection and analysis. The
subjective portion of flight grading does not facilitate accurate evaluation
when the resulting grades of student performance is not measured in accor-
dance with a precisely defined flight maneuver performance standard on a
daily basis. Using subjectively derived flight grades to evaluate perform-

ance prevents objective evaluation of the effectiveness of training.

i. Since there is no guidance defining the breakdown of ATM maneuver
performance standards into the precision required for each satisfactory

grading category (i.e. A, B, and C), the individual instructor pilot must
develop his own criteria for awarding the various satisfactory grades. The
individual instructor probably acquires his grading concepts through compari-
son of personal concepts with the perceived standards of his instructor pilot
peer group.

j. Problems are encountered when attempts are made to evaluate the
adequacy of time, resources, and attainment of objectives under a given POl
based on flight grades. In examining adequacy of time, a standard or defined
decision rule is necessary in order to determine the degree of proficiency

attained. Using some specified series of satisfactory grades is not preferred
for use as accurate objective data. When a series of daily grades are review-
ed for a given course, the series of grades is likely to start with several Bs
followed, in some cases, by occasional downgrades toward the course midpoint,
hopefully followed by gradual improvement until consistent As and Bs are found

9



just 01ior to the checkride. If it is assumed that ATM ;tandards are str ict lv
applied, ttn the first series of satisfactory grades in the tirst days (if a

Icourse would be interpreted as achievement of course objectives. The example
below i- the record of a student (sample number eight) from an earlier

- evaluation of the UH-l MOI course.

Training Days 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IO 11 Checkride

- . Maneiver Performed

Simulated Hydraulic Failure B B C U B B U B C C B

Autorotat ion with Turn B B B B B C C - ------------ U

Simulated Anti-Torque Failure B B C B B B B U C B C Ii

Again assuming uniform application of ATM standards for the manekiver -
autorotat ion with turn, it should be safe to assume that the maneuver wan
consistLy mastered until training day six. At training day six it appears
that learning regression has occurred culminating in an unsati,tactorv
performance.

NOTE: The lack of grades in the chart under days eight to eleven does not
",". mean that time elapsed between the last training day and the checkride. It

simply indicates the number of training days on which the manever was
practiced.

.- The strict interpretation would be that too much time might bo allotted in
" this instance as competency was attained and proficiency declined. It is not
"* considered likely that this is a logical application of the facts.

k. As- uming that the grade patterns depicted in the chart are fairly

common, it would also be difficult to accurately determine whether thne
maneuver training objective is being performed to ATM standards or whether
reductions in training time is having a significant impact on training.
Another apparent phenomenon observed is that IPs tend to sympathize with the
human dilomma of not enough time to meet ATM standards. They are often
unwilling to fail students who are giving their a] 1 , are, progressing
satisfactorily based on perceived group norms, but are uable to attain AM

standards in course time allotted. Admission to flight !;chool is a challeng
and flight training generates sufficient pressure without penalizing, the
student further with unrealistic time constraints. Therefore, an informal
undefimed minimum "safety" standard or performance level expected of students

*seems to be applied in certain cases to prevent setback or el imination of
stutenLs who are considered "average" or better.

I. In considering the problems of the flight gri;ding, nvst , t it ;

10
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critic ally important to realize that the system serves two separate and dis-
tinct functions. The function that is of primary importance to instructors
and is evidenced on a daily basis, is the student progress/feedback - motiva-
tion/communication function. The function that is of relative insignifi-
cance to instruictors is the feedback of student performance information to
the administrative and budgetary departments of the school. The importance
of flight grades to the administrative decision process seems not to be
correctly perceived by flight instructors. An attempt to resolve the
flight grading situation is beyond the scope of this evaluation. The per-
ceived impact of this problem on the institution seems to warrant further
investigation and analysis. It is suggested that any such study should
include an attempt to derive a flight grading system that will satisfy both
perceived flight grading needs.

M. It is interesting to note that the evaluator of the RWARTC found the
% course to be progressing well and to be consistently meeting the course

objective. Input from developers, instructors, and students as well as review
of course materials showed that the POI purpose and objectives constitute a
solid, effective course. As with many other courses in the school, several
areas exist where more comprehensive or additional instruction could sub-
stantially improve the course. These areas, such as Combat Skills and NVG,
are those that would equally qualify RWARTC graduates with new IERW graduates.
However, in consideration of time and resources allocated, the execution
of the current program of instruction and the attainment of course objectives
are being performed in an excellent manner. It was not until the course
was considered in light of applicable regulation and pamphlet requirements
that significant shortcomings were discovered. The documentary requirements
establisht-d seem designed to provide detailed information for managers and
administrators. While the approach of "near perfect" availability of infor-

* . mation for management is certainly desirable, consideration must be given to
the degree of burdens and costs placed on available resources administrative
demands. The RWARTC fails to comply with a number of regulatory administra-
tive requirements, yet all other evidence in this evaluation suggests that
the course is satisfactorily fulfilling the purpose for which it was established.
Further research is warranted to assess the utility of the institutional
administrative philosophy and to address the effectiveness of regulatory
requirements in improving the institutional product.

7. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS:

a. Th data obtained from the student course records were subjected to
various techniques of statistical analysis. The academic and flight grades
were treated by simple descriptive techniques as contained in the body of
this section. For the purpose of analysis, the phases of flight instruction
were treated in the following categories: the UH-o Flight Simulator (UH-IFS/
2B24) course, the Contact course, broken down by day and night; and the
Tactics Course. The data for these courses were arrayed and analyzed by
means of the Chi-Square test and the student's t-test.

-A i7

i[i iclue a atemp t deivea figh grdin sste tht wll atify1ot

.....................- rdn e.........................

m~~~~~~~~. . . ................................ tr o te RART fundth



b. Table A presents the mean, median, mode, and standard devi ation
data for the categories of instrument academic diagnostic test scores;
instrument flight grades, instrument flight time, UH-1 Systems diagnostic
test scores, UH-1 contact flight grades, UH-1 contact flight time :ind
IH-I tactics refresher flight time.

c. The term, mean, is synonymous with the arithmetic average and is
determined by summing all the scores in a set of data and dividing by

the total number of scores. The mean is the measure of central tendency
. ithat best reflects the predominance of the scores. The symbol for the

mean of a sample is X. The median is the score above which fifty percent
of the scores fall. The median is a good measure of the concentration

of scores and does not give undue weight to a few extreme values. The
symbol for the median is Mdn. The mode score best represents the most
likely scores that will occur. For a given set of data, there may be
more than one mode. The symbol for the mode is Mo. if the distribution
of a given set of data conforms exactly to the normal distribution, then

the values of the mean, median, and mode will be equal.

d. The standard deviation is a measure of variability. The standard
deviation shows dispersion about the mean. The symbol for the standard
deviation for a given set of data is Sx -

e. The symbol N is used to represent the number of data items
included in the computation. Information depicting the range of scores
for the numerical flight and academic grades is included in Table A to
provide a better perspective for understanding the difference between

-"man, median, and modal scores.

I. Charts 2 through 10 display the distribution of course time and
test scores for all members of the sample. These charts reference Table
A and should be used concurrently to aid in comprehension of the data.
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TABLE A Presentation of the Values of the Mean, Median, Mode, and
Standard Deviation by Training Course

Instrument Academic Diagnostic Test Scores (See Chart 2)

Number of Scores (N) = 32

Mean (X) = 83

Median (Mdn) 86

Mode (Mo) = 88

Standard Deviation (Sx) = 9.8

Range (of Scores) 50 to 96

Instrument Flight Grades (See Chart 3)

N 35

X 86

Mde 87

Mo (Bi-modal) 85 + 89

Sx 3.97

Range 75 to 95

'13
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-777

Instrument Flight Time (P0I times authorized)

2B24 (12.0) (See Chart 4) UH-1 (6.5) (See Chart 5)

N = 21 21

X = 11.98 6.37

Sx = 0.75 1.66

UH-1 Systems Diagnostic Test Scores (See Chart 6)

N = 31

- X= 83

Mdn 84

Mo = 86 +88

Sx = 9.57

.1Range = 58 to 92

14



Ill-1 Contact Flight Grades (See Chart 7)

N = 35

X= 87

Mde = 87

Mo = 86 +88

Sx = 2.70

Range 82 to 92

UH-1 Contact Flight Time (POI Authorized Times)

Day (6.0) (See Chart 8) Night (1.5) (See Chart 9)

N = 21 21

X 5.31 1.08

Sx = 0.98 0.25

15



FREQUENCY

C44

-4

CID

m = =

-4 Cr"Ir

&A CA

-4a

=mm

-4 c-m

-4

.5~9~CD

-4= gt



. . .. . . .- - W7 - j6.. Y 7 Y-u-'v- ~- ~*~ ~- .-- ~- ~~-

FREQUENCY p

. I I I I

cm a-a_ r

- =

r" Col*

*: :e:......q

--

3c.

-"

cill
- . - 2 co0

20 C,2 c.)

CIA,
Wt=

w" U

1* = C.V3

r" COD: m
M.p

= - C.,
Col.



C4,,

-4b

C21U. .

-I..q

cmm

I-0



~4

*11~I -

U' -

U'jinU

'4.l

C03'



FREQUENCY

In

m -

-4r" CIA

~.qq 9

caa
* ~Wrut

-4 2c

_ p CDWI

WI CO

~ CA

CAD

OzS

W~in D



CIA

FREQUENCY

CD- -

lb -

clib

cbII!w
m -m

CCO



-.1 -4 w

-~C so.~0

-V.c

Go

C2=
-V U

C02 CD,



.44

Inc,

-4

CA

oil1



. . . . .. . .7 43 Tor.,

-CI

CA=1 C

ma m

CoxI
V. ___

=r

C)

C-OO

Mr.I



UH-1 Tattics Refresher Flight Time (4.0 hours) (See Chart 10)

N = 21

X = 3.24

Sx  = o.88

g. As preparations were made to progress from descriptive statistical
applications to the application of an analytical approach, a potential
problem was identified. The original set of data contained thirty-six
sample members. However, not all of the thirty-six members completed all
training phases or had record data available for each category. There-

• "fore, to avoid distortion of the data and analysis, the decision was made
to employ only those sample members who had complete sets of data avail-
able. The number of sets of data meeting these criteria was twenty-one.
This factor accounts for the different N values in the categories
displayed in Table A, and in the N values in Charts.

h. Table B gives the breakdown of the flight time used in each course
for each of twenty-one students who completed all the courses. The

*. authorized syllabus time is indicated in parenthesis below each heading.

5.
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TABLE B
I,'RI.:)IKN(:Y Mt' AYI'IAI. NIIMIVI] 1,' IiH RS lISR,) Y (BC IIRSI.

I isirument s Contact/Tactics
UHIFS AC Day Night Tactics

Authoriv ed Time (12 hrs) (6.5 hrs) (6 hrs) (1.5 hrs) (4.0 hrs)
Actual Hirs Used

14 1
13.5 1
12.0 15
11.2 2
[0.5 2
10. 1 1
8.4 1
8.2 1
8.0 2
7.2 1
7.1 1
7.0

6.8 1
6.7 1
6.5 1
.4 1

6.3 2
6.2 1
6.0 3
5.9 1
5.8 2
5.7 1 2
5.6 3
5.5 2
5.4 1
5.3 1
5.1 1
4. 1
4.8 1
4.3 1
4.1 1
4.0 8
3.9 1 1
3.8 1
3.5 1
3.4 1
3.3
3.2 2
3.1 

3

2.6
9 0

1.5 1
1.3 1
1.1 1
1.0 16

().8 1
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For the UH-IFS phase, fifteen (15) students completed in exactly the autho-

rized time of twelve (12) hours and four (4) completed in less time. For

the aircraft phase, one student finished in the authorized time of six and
one-hlf (6.5) hours and eleven finished in less time. A reduction of time
was also realized for day flight with sixteen (16) students completing in

under the authorized six (6) hours. Only one student took more than the
syllabus time of one and one-half (1.5) hours for the night course and every-

one completed the tactics at or under the authorized time of four (4) hours.

i. Table C summarizes the mean and standard deviation for each of the
flight phases within the refresher training program.

TABLE C

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN HOURS BY COURSE

UH-IFS AC DAY NIGHT TACTICS

X 11.98 6.37 5.31 1.08 3.24

S) 0.75 1.66 0.98 0.25 0.88

Two questions are addressed with these data. First, are the frequencies ob-

served in Table B different from those expected in a normal distribution?
The assumption is that the amount of time authorized in the syllabus is a
reasonable estimate of the average time it would take experienced aviators
to complete refresher training. A further assumption is that the time-to-
complett- for all such aviators is approximately a normal probability distri-

bution. Under this second assumption, one would expect to find two-thirds of
" % .all aviators completing the course within a range one standard deviation above

the mean to one standard deviation below the mean. For a group of twenty-one
(21) aviators one would then expect to find approximately fourteen (14) in
this range and the remaining seven (7) divided above and below these limits.

j. Table D gives the distribution of frequencies from the data in this

report for the three corresponding groups; those whose time was greater than
one ;andard deviation above the mean, those whose time was betweeii one stan-
dard deviation above and one standard deviation below the man, and those
whose time was less than one standard deviation below the mean.

27
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TABLE D

ACTUAL FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF TIMES BY COURSE

A B C

t4X-1S XIS4tX+IS X+IS1"t

F F F

UH-IFS 2 17 2

AC 3 15 3

Day 4 12 5

Night 1 18 2

Tactics 3 18 0

A = Time less than one standard deviation below the mean

B = Time between one standard deviation below the mean and one standard

deviation above the mean

C = Time greater than one standard deviation above the mean

Table D shows that the majority of aviators completed each course in the
time interval between plus and minus one standard deviation.

k. A Chi-Square test was used to test the distribution given in
Table D for normality. Table E gives the results of the Chi-Square

tests.

TABLE E

CHI-SQUARE VALUES BY COURSE

IJH-IFS AC DAY NIGHT TACTICS

1.92 0.21 1 3.57 4.71

* 28
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A Chi-Sqtiare value of 5.99 or more is statistically significant. Since
none ot these values indicate a statistically significant difference
between the expected distribution of frequencies and the actual fre-

*.: quencies, the normal distribution may be used as a basis for the further
analysis.

I. The second test was applied to determine if the average time
obtained for any course was significantly different from the authorized
Lime. The logic of the test is as follows: Assume that there is some
variability in the2 actual data which results from a variety of factors
other than the proficiency of the aviators. Further assume that these
variations are, on the average, about equally positive and negative in
their effects over all possible sets of times that might have been

examined. Under these assumptions, it is reasonable to expect that, in
general, the observed average time will not be exactly equal to the
authorized syllabus time, but will differ from the authorized time by
some acceptably small amount. If the standard deviation is used as a
measure of this variation, it is possible to use the normal probability
distribuLion to determine the likelihood that the difference between the
authorized and observed times is within a predetermined small amount.
For this analysis, a test value was selected so that in no more than
five out of one hundred times, an insignificant difference will be said

-... to be significant.

M. In the first test it was shown that the observed times for each
courso form distributions that are approximately normal. Also since the

k uthobri,.td time for each course can be expected to be the average time
for in aviator to complete the course, a calculated value which is
greater than +2.09 or less than -2.09 is said to be statistically significant.

*-Table F gives the calculated values for each course.

TABLE F

t - Scores by Course

INSTRUMENTS UH- VFR

"H-IFS Aircraft Day Night Tactics

-0.13 -0.36 -3.23 -7.70 -3.96
Ile.

- \I 1 4 tl-se values are negative since the average time taken to complete
it -h ,orse was less than the authorized time. Since they are less than

-:.19 1 * o ose values for Day, Night, and Tactics are statistically si,'nifi-
,at. . irc the average times to complete these three classes are only

sIc i tin, the authorized times by approximately twenty-five minutes for
Niglt and forty-five minutes for Tactics, the practical significance of
the. differences is minimal.
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. cOURSE CRITIQUES AND INTERVIEWS:

a. A review of student critiques was conducted to identify trends
and -ommon comments and recommendations. A total of one hundred and ten

critiques were reviewed. Of these one hundred and ten, sixty-three
c'ontained written comments. The critiques available did not correspond
to the sample classes. The procedure followed was to review all of the
c'ritiques currently available at DTD, CDD. The vast majority of the
critique questions were answered in Column A (Agree). The number of
CoLumn B (Disagree) and Column C (No Comment) answers were insignificant.
Ail crxample of the critique format is found at TAB D.

b. The comments on the critiques were arranged under seven common
areas. (The frequency of each comment subject area is illustrated in
Chart 11. The percentage frequency value for each subject area is also

stated below.)

(1) Forty-six percent (46%) of those students submitting written
comments made highly complimentary statements concerning the professionalism,
dedication, and the positive attitudes of the instructor pilots.

(2) Twenty-one percent (21%) of the critiques contained the
comment that more time is needed in the course to address tactics,
combat skills, and night vision goggle training.

(3) Eleven percent (11%) of the sample stated that more tactical
instrument training is needed. However, sixteen percent (16%), not
necessarily inclusive of the prior stated eleven percent, observed that
tactical instrument doctrine is unsound and unrealistic.

(4) Eight percent (8%) of those commenting stated that being

too frequently assigned a "guest" instructor pilot disrupted the continuity
of their refresher training. A "guest" instructor pilot is an instructor

other than the originally assigned instructor who flies with a given
student for administrative reasons. This term does not include the
event of a formal change of flight instructor. The rate of utilization
of guesL TPs is depicted in Chart 12. The percentage of students in the
sample having at least one guest IP amounted to eighty-six percent
(86%).
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( ) Fourteen percent (14%) of the students commented that a

proc, dir, ,hiuld be t.tablished to afford assigned students the opportunity
to acquir,, the RWARTC training materials prior to arriving at Fort Rucker.
These ijllividuals generally commented that too much material was covered
in too short 3i time period and that prior access to the training material
would have greatly increased the effectiveness of the course of instruction.

(b) Twenty-four percent (24%) of the critique comments referred
to th, 2(735 Cockpit Procedural Training device as being a highly effective
and valuable ins;truct ional tool. Many comments lauded the device for en-
ahlig them to visuali/e and comprehend the various aircraft operational
ind umer:tencv procedures. All of these individuals included statements
commending Ehe dedication, effectiveness, and professionalism of the
2C35 instructor.

The remaining tingrouped comments were predominately referenced to personal
conflicts and individual problems that do not affect the substance of the
RWARTC.

c. Informal interviews were conducted with the Rotary Wing Instrument
Branch (RWIB) Commander and four Rotary Wing Aviator Refresher Training
Course (NWARTC) instructor pilots.

d. The consensus was that the training is being accomplished to the
best degree possible in consideration of present objectives and time and
personnel available. The personnel unanimously agreed that additional
time would be useful in providing more comprehensive proficiency training.

e. 'Fhc primary difficulty encountered in the training program is
generated by a significant problem in assigned instructor pilots. The
problem concerns the management of instructor/student assignments in
consideration of the fact that not all instructor pilots are qualified
in contact, instrument flight instruction, instrument flight examination,
and tactics. A variety of circumstances cause a relatively large numer
of guest instructor pilot assignments. The large number of guest IP
assignments was noted as a potential problem in both the data assembly
process and the review of student critiques. The use of guest IPs was
acknowledged as undesirable due to the subsequent disruption of the
developing instructor/student rapport. However, due to management/
administrative considerations, the situation is unavoidable.

f. Some contact instructors are not instrument instructors, thereby
necessitating an IP change as the student moves into instrument training.
Some instrument instructors are grounded and restricted toy 2B24 flight
simul,-tor training, causing another instructor to be required for
training in the actual UH-]Il aircraft. Not all instrument instructors
are exm i n, r:;, thereby cai,:ing the is, of g,]est IPs :- ',xaliners to
administer checkrides. Some I's are not qualified as Lactic.s instructors,
thus r,,,(iiring IP ch.anges for tactics refresher training. This situation
is further (nmpounded by the requirement to send currently assigned
instructor t:o the instrument flight instructors and examiners courses
as shortt0ls in these classes become available. At the time of the
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interviews, the RWARTC had thirty-one instructors assigned. Of these,
twelve instructors needed qualification as instrument instructors and

ight 'lditional instructors needed qualification as instrument examiners;.
Each of the subject training courses lasts approximately six weeks and
shortfall admissions to these classes are comparatively infrequent.
Therefore, the time period required to bring the assigned instructors to
a high percentage of full qualification will be lengthy. Periodically,
fully trained instructors are transferred to other branches, primarily
IERW, and are often replaced with instructors without qualifications in
all pertinent areas. Permanent change of station transfers are also a
factor. These factors in combination create a continual turnover that
-enerates a perpetual instructor training requirement. Therefore, the
necessity to utilize frequent guest instructor pilots and instructor
pilot changes, although undesirable, is presently unavoidable.

g. Two other problem areas were brought up during the interviews.
The first difficulty concerns the increasing aircraft density as the
volume of Initial Entry Rotary Wing (IERW) students entering the training
program increases. IERW instrument instruction takes precedence over
other peripheral courses at the institution for use of close-in instrument
enroute structures and training facilities. The additional time re quired
to reach the outlying facilities decreases the amount of effective
training time available. Increases in the density of air traffic causes
an increase in mean times between approaches. This further reduces the
productivity of flight time.

h. An additional problem, also related to increasing IERW course
input, is the availability of SFTS training periods. Current scheduling
dictatc- frequent use of the Echo (E) SFTS scheduling period. As course

loads increase, there may be a necessity to resort to exclusive use of
E period or perhaps even the establishment of a Foxtrot (F) SFTS scheduling
period. There is concern by course incumbents that such an event may
cause course flow and crew rest problems.

9. ('OMBAT AVIATOR REFRESHER COURSE:

a. At the time of this evaluation, Course Development Division
(CI)), was in the process of preparing a proposed change to the RWARTC

that would create a Combat Aviator Refresher Training Course (CARTC).
The proposed change will accept, as students, those aviators who have
been in a nonflying assignment for at least 18 months or who have been
in a fi-Ad wing assignment and receive orders to a rotary wing assignment.
Hie pl.ained training would prepare these aviators to be able to successfully
complete a UH-I flight evaluation, a rotary wing instrument requalification,
and refresher/qualification in current tactical operations (Nap of the
Earth, s ight Hawk, and Night Vision Goggles). In the planning sequence
of this evaluation, a request was received to include an informal circulation/revit'w
kif the proposed CARTC. The inclusion of this topic is not to be considered
an evai tion item.
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h. The basic purpose of the change is to provide aviators returning
to aviation assignments with the same training qualifications as a new
graduate of the Initial Entry Rotary Wing Aviators Course. The RWARTC,
:is it is now, is not sufficiently training commanders and key unit
personnel returning from nonflying assignments. They are less educated
and qlified in current aviation doctrine and flying skills than the
new aviators under their direction and leadership. The proposed change
is debigned to remedy this undesirable situation that has occurred
through changes, over time, in the content of IERW training.

C. The proposed change would divide the course into two phases and
lengthen the course from the present four week duration to a total of
iine weeks and one day for peacetime. Phase I would cover four weeks
and three days and include: the course overview, cockpit procedures,
aircraft systems familiarization, aviation life support equipment (ALSE),
and visual and instrument flight training. Phase II would also cover
four wccks and three days and would include: basic combat skills academic
training, night academics, night terrain interpretation, combat skills
flight training (NOE/NH/NVG) and the course critique. Further details
of the proposed change can be found under TAB B. NOTE: It is to be
advised that the proposal, a working document at the time it was acquired,
had not been formally staffed. The POI proposal was obtained from CDD
and informally circulated among RWARTC incumbents to provide informal
feedback to assist in POI refinement. Their responses have been collated
aind included in the evaluation report to informally assist in the refine-
iient of the proposal and to point out potential problems with the proposal.

d. All parties agreed that having aviators return to rotary wing
flight assignments, qualified in the same knowledges and skills as new
IERW graduates, is a desirable objective. However, the availability of

resources to accomplish the objective and concern for certain specific
aspect~s of the proposal are causing reservations toward implementation.
The major problems cited by the respondents, and their comments, are
addressed below.

(1) AR 95-1, paragraph 2-if requires an aviator to receive
flight refresher training after being prohibited or excused from flying

duties for six months or longer. The regulation does not stipulate
whether the training is to be institutional or unit. One interpretation
is that the unit is responsible for refresher training for those having
Ibetween six and eighteen months of nonflying time. A question here is
whether or not this factor affects the assignment policy goal for institu-
tionally administering "refresher training" as opposed to ILRW policy
goals and the difference, if any, in the skills acquired through each

4 and the level of proficiency of both products. A policy decision is
needed to determine how all aviators who are not qualified in all current
TERW subjects and who have been in nonflying jobs will be brought up to
date in aviation doctrine and skills. Guidance is also needed to identify
which skills are appropriate for institutional versus unit training.

35

Io. - °-. • -. - ° - - - -- "
",4. "-""" '"""" % - -7 , """" ,- , -" ' ° - - "" " "" " . " "." . - .. " 2.,,. . -' ... .-. ''''' - ' . ""



(2) Thu proposed course is evolv ing despi te an uncl ear oVrall
Objcct i[,e. For example, it is not clear as to whether the course is a2lrefrusher" course or a "qualification course". Trying to include both
purposes in one course generates numerous potential problems. An aviator
may not be able to complete a phase in the allotted time. Individuals
who have never held an initial instrument rating are being taught refresher;
or is it qualification? The scope of the POT refers to refresher/qualifica-
tion training in conjunction with tactical operations, yet it is not
stated whether or not a tactics checkride is required.

(3) In the POT course summary, several potential conflicts were

not od.

(a) Dual flight time allotted to prepare for the contact
checkride is 4.5 hours. This amount of time is not sufficient to train
the list of tasks to ATM proficiency. It is estimated that at least
three more flight training periods would be required to meet the training
objectives.

(b) Academic hours devoted to the 2C35 and aircraft systems
familiarization number, collectively, 25 hours. To be of any significant
valuc to the flight line training, consideration shoold be given to this
instruction being front-loaded as well as concurrent. It is realized
that the other half-day from training already supports three hours of
classroom time.

(c) ALSE training (6.0) would be of more value accompanying
thos, hours associated with tactical training.

(d) To support a qualification program of tactics, six
"Refresher Hours" might he inadequate. The Rotary Wing Instrument
Branch has no practical current experience in conducting a tactics

qualification program.

(e) Instrument flight training is predicated totally in
the flight simulator. According to AR 95-1, not all personnel can
receive an instrument rating in the simulator. This goes back to the
course prerequisites. There are still people who hold no prior ratings
in instruments. Again, instrument academics should be flowed to align or
precede actual flight training. Possible saturation of available SFTS
time should be considered. Currently, with the four scheduled classes,
there is only a two day overlap in scheduling. The program change will

have a ;ignificant overlap and may require more cockpits than are now
avai lab) 1.

(f) One section of emergency tasks are instructed in the
2C3Ci only". If these are considered checkride items, how will they be

eval iti i? l;i:-, the possibility of turnbacks been considered? Currently,-CY5 tr:,ihin, is conducted at night due to congestion. Concern was
exprts ;,. i that it will be difficult to plan the course flow in] a manner
that wii I met rcalistic time and course length constraints.

r.. The P01 commentary predominately centers on two issues. 'lie
first 'onccri)s a trend toward confusion between the "refresher" and
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"qualitication" aspects of the course and how those concerned personnel

will qualify for the aviation "update" program. The second involves

resource and time concerns that are always offered as a major factor in

determining the feasibility of expanding training at the institutional

level. The intent of the CARTC proposal is, at least partially, supported

by cosoensus of opinion, student course critiques, and feedback from
RWARTC graduates in the Aviation Center Training Analysis and Assistance

Team (ACTAAT) reports. Again, the intent of this portion of the evaluation

is to provide informal feedback to the course developers to point out

problem areas and to facilitate tefinement of the forthcoming POI change

proposal for the RWARTC.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

1. The data extracted from the student flight records did not precisely
match the printout data obtained from MISO for the subject sample classes
80-19 through 80-28. Thirty-five discrepancies were identified. Of
these, five were errors made by the project officer and thirty were made

somewhere within the data collection/processing procedure. Nine of the
thirty-six sample members had no printout data available.

2. Due to consistently low priority assessment, the Rotary Wing Aviator
Refrveher Training Course has never been developed or reviewed in accordance
with the principles of Instructional Systems Development. A task analysis
of the, course is presently scheduled to commence in the third quarter of
fiscal year 1981.

3. Historical and course development records and materials do not
comply with certain requirements of USAAVNC Regulation 350-14 Training
Examin;itions and Standards, USAAVNC Regulation 350-15 Criterion Referenced
Examinations, and USAAVNC Pamphlet 310-4 Preparation and Use of Lesson
Plans and Instructor Guides. The majority of the discrepancies are
attributable to the recent effective date of many requirements and to
the fact that ISD principles have yet to be applied to the course.
Specific discrepancy items are noted in the body of the report.

4. With the exception of compliance with administrative guidelines, the
cour!ge material is predominately well coordinated and complimentary.
The course objectives are being supported and achieved. The students
Sarc predominately pleased with all aspects of the course. The RWARTC is
currontly fulfilling the purpose and objectives established in the POI

in an excellent manner.

5. The relation of the ATM to maneuver standards and flight grading has
been identified as a serious problem pervading the entire institution.

The problem centers in the method of strict application of the ATM
standards to student flight training and the use of the resultant grades
as feedback information for institutional management, funding, and

evaluation of effectiveness.

6. Statistical analysis of course data indicates a well managed course
with acceptable statistical deviation from established objective performance

goals. in those cases in which statistically significant deviation was
established, an examination of actual time deviations revealed a realistic

V, difference that is inconsequential.

7. A review of course critiques indicated that the vast majority of
students feel the course is excellent and of benefit to them. Numerous
comments lauded the instructor pilots and 2C35 instructors as being
outstanding trai ners who were highly profe!;sional. The only other major
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comment was that more time should be made available for tactics and
night vision goggle relaied training.

8. Problem areas within the course, as perceived by instructors and
cours' management personnel, are insufficient personnel, time, and

resources, increasing IERW student input causing less available resources

and less access to more convenient training facilities, and the fact

that RWARTC graduates (future commanders and instructor pilots) lack
certain skills acquired by IERW graduates.

9. The CARTC review was completed as an information/feedback endeavor

separate from the primary intent of the evaluation. Personnel associated
with the CARTC agree that key unit personnel and more experienced aviators
should have the same knowledges and skills of current aviation doctrine
as recent IERW graduates. This factor is at least partially supported
by student course critiques and feedback from the Aviation Center Training
Analysis and Assistance team visits. However, there is concern and
confusion concerning whether the course is a "refresher" or a "qualifica-
tion" course, how these apparently conflicting purposes integrate, and
whether institutional facilities and resources can support such a program.

10. RECOMMENDATIONS:

a. Information for the RWARTC obtained from MISO contained a relatively
large number of errors when compared to the flight records on file at

DOAT. [he fact that data was missing for several sample members increases
the cause for concern. It is recommended that the data collection and
processing procedure be reviewed to determine the cause of the errors in
the system, and to determine how widespread the error rate is within the

management information system. (MISO proponency)

b. The RWARTC is of such low priority that it has never benefited

from the ISD procedure. This suggests that DTD might have insufficient
personnel resources to adequately support the current developmental

course load. It is recommended that a study be conductcd to determine
if the most effective utility is being gained from current course development
resource distribution, or if more efficient resource utilization alternatives
are available. (DTD proponency)

C. It is recommended that all parties to the RWARTC be reminded of
the regulatory requirements of USAAVNC Reg 350-14, 350-15, and USAAVNC
Pam 350-4 to insure continued progression toward fulfilling documentary
requirements. Also, the utility of each documentation requirement should

be assessed to insure that only minimum essential management documentation
is generated. (DTD and DOTD proponency)

d. The current flight grading system is adequate to fulfill instructor/

student feedback needs, but fails to provide meaningful ATM standards
proficiency progression information to enable quantitative assessment of
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tr.i =, hl d Ir sL iLutivilial m;nagement. Lt is i-ccomminded th;it
ollorts be iniiated to modify the flight grading system to satisfy both
functions of the system. (DTD proponency)

11. CONCLUSION: The RWARTC is accomplishing the current course objective

in an outstanding manner. The personnel associated with the course are
highly professional and are motivated to insure that the students achieve
maximum benefit. The course could be more comprehensive in scope, and
plans are under way to submit such a proposal. The planned ISD review
of the course development should serve to fill the lack of regulatory
documentation and may provide further evidence for the need for expanding
the training as outlined in the CARTC proposal. The RWARTC is a very
valuable course for the personnel returning to aviation assignments.
The efforts of all personnel involved are commendable.
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4' .. I PARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARrERS UNITrLL STATE S ARMY AVIAT ION fI NTFI AN) I OWIT RUCKER

FORI RUCKI R ALAHAMA J6362

ATZQ-TD-CD-IT 6 June 197/

MEMORANDUM FOR: DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF TRAINING DEVELOPMENTS

SUBJECT: Aviator Refresher Training Course

1. Reference is made to the DCG's inquiry and DTD's respoinse. (Inc] 1)

2. To prepare additional self-paced materials for the course, it would
be nice for our training support writers to be provided with a course
design and training objectives. In the past, the training analysis and
design work has not been accomplished or partially completed by Institutional
Training Branch as well as their assigned task of Phase III, Course Develop-

-*l- ment. This procedure combined with inadequate staffing has resulted in
the development of new courses made up of lesson plans from existing courses.
The end result being a course which is not specifically designed for the
type student attending it. A good example is the Commander's Readiness
Course, wherein IERW lesson material has been presented to senior officers.

3. Request if at all possible, that tasking for this project include
Training Analysis and Design as a first step to identify the training tasks,
course design and objectives prior to Course Development writing the lesson
plans to support this instruction.

1 Im THEO S. EPERSON
as LTC, IN

Chief, Course Development Division
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"'9.

COURSE OR PHASE OF TRAINING QUrESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is to be used as input to the internal evaluation

proi.ram. The purpose of this survev is to determine how students view

their flight instruction at the end of each phase or course. There-

fore, similar questionnaires will be administered raore than one time.

The data will be used for statistical purposes only.

INSTRUCT IONS

The questionnaire has a scale at the top of each page:

A - Agree

B - Disagree

C - Unable to Comment

Following the numbers on your questionnaire are the letters A, B, and C.

For each item select the best response. For example, if you agree with

statement number one, you would circle letter A on the questionnaire.

If you are unable to answer a particular question, circle letter C.

Do the same for each of the following statements. The scale appears at

the top of the page on the questionnaire. The third page of the

questionnaire is reserved for your constructive comments about your

training. When you have completed the questionnaire, turn it in to

your Flight Conmmander.

APPENDIX D
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I S A C

E A B 0
E G L M

R E M
E E
E T N

SOT

1. The outside assignments by my flight instructor
helped me to master the flying skills in this

phase/course. A B C

2. The skills in this phase of training were

difficult to master. AB C

3. The quality of flight instruction in this phase
* of training was outstanding. AB C

4 The flight instruction was well organized and

little time was wasted, A B C

5. My instructor was knowledgeable in all aspects
of training. A B C

6. The flight instructors treated me with respect. A B C

7. The end-of-phase evaluations which I received
were fair. A B C

8. The maneuvers evaluated were proportionate to the

emphasis placed on them by my instructor pilot. A B C

9. I am confident in my ability to function as a
pilot in those maneuvers taught in this phase/course. A B C

. I0 1 feel confident that I can perform in a tactical

situation. A B C

11. The f!ight commander's briefings before each

flight period helped me to prepare for the day's
instruction. A B C

12. The debriefings by my instructor pilot were
"eneficial toward correcting any flight deficiencies. A B C

-. D-2
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12. 1 was allowed to perform nonstandard maneuvers with-

out my instructor being constantly on the controls. A B C

14. I feel capable of performing under instrument

-.- conditions in a tactical environment. A B C

l'. . I feel confident concerning operating an aircraft

at night. A B C

I feel that I needed additional training on the following flight

rianeuvers for the reasons indicated:

What constructive criticism do you have that could improve this train-
in;

D-3
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COMBAT AVIATOR REFRESHER TRAINING COURSE PROPOSAL

(CARTC)

The CARTC draft proposal, 2C-F31, was a working document during the

time period of this evaluation. Since the start of the RWARTC

evaluation, the CARTC proposal has undergone several major changes.

Due to these changes and the fact that the document was reviewed

informally as a service to the course developers, the decision was

made not to publish the draft proposal as part of the RWARTC evalua-

tion report.

However, a copy of the draft is on file at the Evaluation Division

of DES and should also be available at the Flight Systems Branch of

DTD. The Evaluation Division copy is on file with RWARTC evaluation

historical research file.
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DISPOSITION FORM S: 31 August 1981

For use of this form. &.. AR 340-15. the proponent apncy is TAGO.

REFERENCE OR OFFICE SYMBOL SUBJECI

ATZQ-ES-E Rotary Wing Aviator Refresher Training Course

(RWARTC) Evaluation

TO DCI) FROM DES DATEjj AUG 1981 CMT1

DID CPT Shivers/nikp/4691

D)OTD

1. The attached draft evaluation report for the RWARTC is submitted for review and comment

prior to publication.

2. Requtcot that all comments and observations be submitted, in DA Form 2028 format, by

31 Aug 81.

3. POC, for this action, is CPT Shivers, 4691/6571.

1 Incl L GEORGE F. NEWTON

as Colonel, Infantry

Director

ATZQ-D-CC (11 Aug 81)

TO DES FROM DCD DATE 20 Aug 81 CMT 2
Mr. Wicker/egb/3489

1. The draft evaluation report for the RWARTC has been reviewed. The information contained

in the report nppears to be factual and comprehensive. No changes to the report are recommend-

ed.

2. The necessity to circulate this report for review and to publish it as an official document

that is subject to distribution outside the Aviation Center is questionable. The report is

viewed as a complimentary evaluation to provide informal feedback to the course developers

and to facilitate refinement of the forthcoming POI change. Assuming this is the purpose,

the exchange of information should be limited to the directorates inv ved.

I 111c(1
nc Colonel, Armor

Director of Combat Developments

\V'PNDIX F
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DISPOSITION FORM 31 1981
Fur use of o ti, for. see AH 340 15, the proporent SIncy i TAGO

Rf FERENCE OR OFFICE SYMBOL SUBJECT

ATZQ-ES-E Rotary Wing Aviator Refresher Training Course

(RWARTC) Evaluation

TO 1)(') FROM DES DATE 1 AUG 1981 CMT 1

ItT'D CPT Shivers/mkp/4691
1)d TD

i. Th, attached dratt evaluation report for the RWARTC is submitted for review and comm(-nt

prior to publication.

2. RL-que,;t that all comments and observations be submitted, in DA Form 2028 format, by

31 Aug I.

3. POC, for this action, is CPT Shivers, 4691/6571.

1 ]c] l CEORGE F. NEWTON

as Colonel, Infantry

Director

ATZQ-'[D (11 Aug 81)

TO DES-E FROM DTD DATE 8 September 1981 CM' 2

ATIN: C( ' Shivers Mr. Newsom Mr. Newsom/dsp/3096

I. DTD appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the draft evaluation report

for RWARTC.

2. The report is thorough and well written. Comments on attached DA Form 2028 are minor.

Some identify typographical errors and some are intended to clarify or strengthen points
under discussion.

3. lhis rsponse confirms information provided telephonically and is submitted after th

suspense in Comient I per telephone conversation between CPT Shivers and Mr. Newsom.

wd IntcI I ERNEST F. ESTES
AddLd I Il. I COL, FA
2. DA Form 2028 Director of Training Developments

F-2
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RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO PUBLICATIONS AND DATE
BLANK FORMS Use Part I (reverse) for Repair Parts and

Spec ial Tool Lists (RPSTL) and Supply 3 Sep 8 1
Fovuse of +i.s form, see AR 310-1; the proponent agency is the US Catalogs,'Supply Manuals (SC/SM).
Army, Adjutant General Center.

TO: (0 .rwArd to proponriert of publication or form) (Include ZIP Code) FROM: (Activjiy and tocatii) (Inc bie ZIP' Code)

D~irector, DES Director, DTD
ATTN: %,rZQ--ES-E (CPT Shivers) ATTN: ATZQ-TD (Mr. Newsom)
Ft Rucker, AL 36362 Ft Rucker, AL 36362

PART I - ALL PUBLICATIONS (EXCEPT RPSTL AND SC SM) AND BLANK FORMS
PUBLICATION FORM NUMBER DATE TITLE Rotary Wing Aviator Refresher

*DES 81-8 July 1981 Training Course (RWARTC) Evaluation

17 IEM PAGE PARA- LINE FIGURE TABLE RECOMMENDED CHANGES AND REASON
*NO. NO. GRAPH NO. * NO. NO. (Exact odn of recommended change m-t be given)

i 1 7 Delete: "19 73."

Reason: Extraneous entry.

2 3 4b 10 Add to the sentence: "...design program but is
designed in accordance with Chapter 3, Refresher
Training, TC 1-135."

Reason: To identify one basis of design.

3 3 4c 7 Delete: "by LTC Epperson."

Reason: Not required for identification. Thu
memorandum is included as Tab B and is signed by
LTC Epperson.

4 4 5c(l: 5 Para 1-4q should be para 1-4g.

Reason: Typographical error (typo).

5 30 8a 3 Cri-tiques should be critiques.

Reason: Typo.

6 30 8b(3 3 Neces-sarily should be necessarily.

Reason: Typo.

7 35 9b 9 Overtime should be over time.

Reason: Changes meaning.

8 38 3 7 Principals should be principles.

Reason: Correct spelling.

9 40-4t 12d Suggest tasking be assigned DTD.

"Reference to line numbhers within the priragraph or sublpxirakraph.

TYPF0 NAMF. GRA(JE OP TITL E TELEPHONE EXCHANGE AUTOVON, SIGNATURE

CLAREINCE C. NEWSOM {PU'S ETE NSION

DEPUTY for EDUCATION MANAGEMEN' AV 558-3096/3320
Directorate of Tng Developments
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AT'/Q-I- (I (1 Aug 81)

,;BJB1CT: Rotary Wing Aviator Refresher Training Cours RAT)Eauto

TO DES FROM DOTD D&A/1-SEP 1981m,
CPT Alexander/ j(- / 14

*1. In accordance with Para 2 of CMT 1, DOTD has reviewed the attached Rotary W4 inh'

Aviator Course Evaluation.

2. Evaluaition, comments are provided at mnci 2 and 3 as requested.

i. Concur with the draft report as written.

3 Tnci
-Colone ,Infantry

Director of Training and Doctrine

-F-



RWARTC has been reviewed; the following comments provided:

a. Pg 5, para 6. USAAVNC Reg 350-14 has bein rewritten an8l replaced by TJSAAVNC
350-15. USAAVNC acadimic examinations are being rewritten to conform to USAAVNC
350-15; a holdup in this area is the requirement to write POI entries IAW TRADOG
Reg 350-7 which is new. This should be completed in FY 82. Test outlines are pre-
pared and can be made available to anyone desiring to see them. End-of-course
examination procedl~res are new and complex. Latest guidance indicates they will be
used in AIT courseE only.

b. Page 39. 'lew exams are not expected to be made within the confines of USAAVNC
Reg 350-14, insteai 350-15 will be used. The only courses that have undergone the
IFISD process at tne USAAVNC are the 93H, 933, and 71P. Documentation for cotvcses

*that have not undergone the ISD process would no: be in a standardized format or
* may be nonexistent.

FOR THE DIRECTOR:

1 Inc ki DWIN A. WILLIAMS
4 TG, Inf
SOp Off

...

0.A

. ... .

.::2:::



7,7,

1. A comprehensive review of the draft report has been completed as requested. Selected
data from Classes 81-1 thro-gh 81-40 was extracted from local files, and a comparison was
made with the findings accumented from Class 80-19 through 80-28 in the report. No signifi-
cant differences were discovered; in fact, the data extracted from the later group tended
to support the data collected by DES from the earlier classes. Student critiques from the
later group contained the same narratives praising the professionalism of the IP's and the
2C35 instructors, but did not indicate any negative comments conhcerning frequent IP changes.
Recent class outbriefings have generally indicated that weaker students view IP changes as
hindering learning while better students welcome IP changes as offering a broader view of
experience from which to learn.

2. The following data of interest was extracted from the later group of classes and is
included in this review forinformation only. Of the 383 military aviators evaluated in
the later group, 28 arrived for training with a curren- instrument rating, while 26 had
never possessed a standard ticket (23 did have a tactical instrument rating). The average
amount of time away from flying was 3.4 years with extremes running five months and 16
years. A large concentration was at the two-year point, and a lesser concentration 'as
around the ten-year mark. Two important points come f-om this data. One is that fewer
aviators arrive without having possessed an initial instrument rating. Two is that fewer
aviators have been away Erom flying in excess of three years. These two factors also
account for the average lumber of flight training hours dropping slightly to 25.9 hours.

3. It is not a recommei.dation that the above data be Lncluded in the DES report. The
supplemental information is annotated here for information purposes only and to show that
a comparison of later data served to confirm the findings of the earlier data in the DES
report with only few exceptions based on more current data. No significant discrepancies
to the original report were noted, either in the findings presented or the format.
Separate action to resolve problems identified in paragraph 5 are currently underway.

-": 4. Concur with the draft report as written.

1 Inci ROBERT R. PARKS
nc LTC, FA

Cdr, Cairns Division

S .3
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DISTRIBUTION

Commander Commandant
US Army Military Personnel Center US Army Signal School

ATTN: DAPC-MSP-S ATTN: Director of Evaluation

200 Stovall Street Fort Gordon, GA 30905

Alexandria, VA 22332 2

Commander Commandant

US Army Training and Doctrine Command US Army Institute of Administration

ATTN: ATTNG-EV ATTN: Director of Evaluation

Fort Monroe, VA 23651 2 Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 46216 1

Commandant Commandant
" US Army Air Defense School US Army Military Police School

ATTN: Director of Evaluation ATTN: Director of Evaluation

Fort Bliss, TX 79916 1 Fort McClellan, AL 36201

Cormiandant Commandant

US Army Armor School US Army Chaplain School

ATTN: Director of Evaluation ATTN: Director of Evaluation

-,,rt Knox, KY 40121 1 Fort Wadsworth, NY 10305

Comandant Commandant

1>5 Army Engineer School US Army Communciations-Electronics

ATTN: Director of Evaluation School
Fort Belvoir, VA 22060 1 ATTN: Director of Evaluation

Fort Monmouth, NJ 07703

CL,,.indant Commandant
US Arvy Infantry School US Army Institute for Military
kTTN DirecLor of Evaluation Assistance

Fort B-nning, GA 31905 1 ATTN: Director of Evaluation
Fort Bragg, NC 28307

Commandant Commandant

US Army Transportation School US Army Missile & Munitions School

AT'7': Dicector of Evaluation ATTN: Director of Evaluation

Foi: Fiistis, VA 23604 1 Redstone Arsenal, AL 35809

Ccmniuidant Commandant

VS Army Y'ield Artillery School US Army Ordnance School

Y'JIN: ')[rector of Evaluation ATTN: Director of Evaluation

Fort Slll, OK 73503 1 Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005 1

Comicandant Commandant
US Mmy Inttlligence School US Army Quartermaster School
ATTN: D!te-tor of Evaluation ATTN: Director of Evaluation

Fert iluachuca, AZ 85613 1 Fort Lee, VA 23801
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Commandant Commander
Vs Army Sergeants Major Academy US Army Aviation Center
ATTN : )recor of Evaluation ATTN: ATZQ-DCG
rIOrt Bliss, TX 79918 1 Fort Rucker, AL 36362

Commandant Comander
11S Army Element, School of Music US Army Aviation Center
ATTN: Director of Evaluation ATTN: ATZQ-ES
Norfolk, VA 23521 1 Fort Rucker, AL 36362 5

Commandant Commander
Defense information School US Army Aviation Center
,ITN: Director of Evaluation ATTN: ATZQ-T
Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 46216 1 Fort Rucker, AL 36362 5

Commandant Commander
Defense Language Institute US Army Aviation Center
ATTN: Director of Evaluation ATTN: ATZQ-TD
Presidio of Monterey, CA 93940 1 Fort Rucker, AL 36362 5

Commandant
Defense Language
English Language Center
ATTN: Director of Evaluation

" Lackland AFB, TY 78236 1
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